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R}/'errz’ng to our nation’s

endangered species program,
some people call it “nature’s
emergency room.” Like the
patients in an emergency
room, endangered species
need urgent and critical care
to ensure their survival. But
as important as emergency
care may be, any doctor
knows that preventative
medicine is preferable. It is
in this spirit that the Fish and
Wildlife Service is now put-
ting greater. emphasis on the
conservation of vulnerable
plant and animal species
before they are listed for
protection under the Endan-
gered Species Act. Addressing
the threats faced by listing
candidates and other at risk
species at an earlier stage
promotes the kinds of part-
nerships among public agen-
cies and private interests that

can benefit entire ecosystems.
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Columbia spotted frogs in Elko County,
Nevada, are the focus of a community-
based effort to conserve this listing
candidate and its habitat.
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Sfickeiseniae, a listing candidate in
Arizona
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by Noreen Walsh

The Acuna cactus (Echinemastus
erectocentrus var. acunensis) is a
listing candidate native to parts of
Arizona and Mexico.

Photo by Mima Falk/USFWS

The Candidate
Conservation Program

‘ ‘ hat Exactly is a Candidate?

This question has been posed to the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service frequently
in the past several years, due mostly to
confusion about our agency’s 1996
decision to discontinue maintaining the
list of “category 2" candidate species.
Prior to 1996, our candidate list was
divided into two categories: category 1
and category 2. Category 1 candidates
were those species for which we had
sufficient information to support a
proposed listing rule under the Endan-
gered Species Act (ESA). Category 2
candidates were species for which we
had information indicating that listing
might be warranted, but for which we
lacked enough information to actually
propose them for listing. With our 1996
decision. the candidate list became only
those taxa meeting the definition of the
former category 1. (See box below.)

There were several reasons behind
the decision to restructure the candidate
species list. When we first started
publishing a candidate list, no compa-
rable list existed. By 1996, that situation
had changed. The Natural Heritage
Central Database of The Nature Conser-
vancy (TNC) and the affiliated State

Year Published

1999 (Animals and Plants)
1997 (Animals and Plants)
1996 (Animals and Plants)
1994 (Animals)

1993 (Plants)

1991 (Animals)

1990 (Plants)

Cand?;ates Total Candidates
254
207
182
86 2095
253 2,106
80 1,819
527 2,908
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Natural Heritage Programs had pro-
duced the most comprehensive list of
rare or declining species. Other Eederal
agencies also were now keeping lists of
sensitive species or “species at risk,” and
the Partners in Flight program compiled
a “watch list” of migratory birds.
Another reason behind the decision was
that the list of category 2 candidates was
comprised of species for which the
quality of information varied widely.

We now work with TNC, the States,
and other partners to identify the
highest priority species of concern and
identify and prioritize research needs.
When available information indicates
that a species of concern meets the
definition of a candidate, we will
elevate that species to candidate status.
In addition, if a petition to list a species
results in a positive 12-month finding
that the listing is warranted, or war-
ranted but precluded, the species
becomes a candidate at that time. On
October 25, 1999, we published a
revised Candidate Notice of Review that
contains 114 new candidate species.
(See sidebar for a summary of candi-
dates by year and enacted budgets for

candidate conservation.)

Why Worry About Candidates?

We believe an early investigation of
species that appear to be in decline is
the best way to meet the underlying
goals of the ESA. When we invest in
determining the status of species at risk
or species of concern early on, we
spend limited dollars wisely. If the
investigation yields a greater number ()f‘
more secure populations than originally
thought, we can rest easier and move to
the next species of concern. If the

investigation yields additional evidence



that the species is declining, we can
begin immediate conservation actions.
It’s no secret that in the past we have
pdn easier time getting landowners to
kvork with us on conservation actions
for species that don't bear the label of
“listed.” We form partnerships more
easily when potential partners have
reason to hope that a declining species
might not progress to the point where
listing is necessary. In addition, success-
ful conservation of species at risk,
candidates, and proposed species now
reduces the need for costly Federal
regulation later: a win-win situation for
the resource and the public. Also, the
conservation actions needed for a
species showing early signs of trouble
are likely to be more palatable and less
expensive than those required for a
species facing extinction. Witness the
expense of the truly heroic efforts that
have gone into saving species such as
the California condor and the whooping
crane, and compare that to the cost of
_some of the quiet successes we've had
vith species not listed, such as the
Arizona willow and Coral Pink Sand
Dunes tiger beetle. You've never heard

of these species? Our point exactly!

How Do We Conserve Candidates?
Our agency has been successful in
conserving candidates and other species

of concern with the help of many
partners; States, Tribes, and private
landowners are primary participants in
any successful effort. We coordinate
with TNC and others to identify priority
species and information needs. We
work directly with States to perform
status surveys on those species, develop
and implement management strategies,
and acquire key habitat. Under section
6 of the ESA, we provide funds to States
for these candidate conservation
activities. We benefit from the expertise
of other Federal agencies and share
information with them as well. Land
management agencies, such as the
Forest Service and the Bureau of Land
Management, have long been our
partners in protecting sensitive species
that occur on the land they administer.
A very important Federal partner is one
that doesn’t manage Federal land at all:
the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS). Through their extensive
network of State and county level
resource professionals, we work with

the NRCS to reach private landowners.
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A Chiricahua leopard frog (Rana
chiricahuensis) in Apache County,
Arizona

Photo by J. M. Howland






